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REMARKS 

L Tntroducdon 

La response to the Office Action dated 15, 2005, claims 2, 12, and 22 have been 
cancelled, and claims 1, 11, and 21 have been amended. Oaims 1. 3-11, 13-21, and 23-30 remain in 
the application. Re-examinatLon and re-considexauon of the application, as amended, is requested, 

11. Prior Art Rejecrions 

On page (3) of the Office Action, claims 1-6, 9, 11-16, 19, 21-26, and 29 were rejected under 
35 U.S.C. §102(e) as being anticipated by Janssen et al^ U.S. Patent No. 6,512,529 Qanssen). On 
page (6) of the Office Acdoa, claims 7, 17, and 27 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) a5 being 
unpacentable over Janssen and Microsoft® Word 2000 (Microsoft®) presented in previous Office 
Action. On page (7) of the Office Action, claims 8, 10, 18, 20, 28, and 30 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 5103(a) as being unpatentable over Janssen and Wandersleben et al., U.S. Patent No. 
6,853,390 (Wandersleben). 

Specifically, the independent claims were rejected as follows: 

Specifically tegaiding claims 1,11, and 21, Janssen teaches; displaying a window of a 
cnirently active applicadon on » display device decetmining a location of a cursor with xespccr to the 
window, displaying a collapsed version of the window^ as an "invisible" window, wbea the cursor 
moves outside of the window widiout depressing a button of the window, whcrdn the collapsed 
version of the window consumes a smaller area of die display device than the complete window; and 
displaying the complete ^xnndow when the cursor moves within the collapsed version of the ijwndow, 
without depressing a button of the wiadow (for example, s^ column 2, line — column 2. line 20; 
column 4, liiie 56 - column 5, line 9). As asserted above, it is understood diat such teachings may- 
apply to dialog windows, a well known type of window in the art, Janssen furthex di,^loses that such 
teachings may be implemented as software, presumably stored in computer memory and executed by 
a computer (see colnmn 4, lines 5-40). Such computer memory comprising software to implement 
the teachings of Janssen is considexed an "article of m^ufiactuie," like described in claim 11. Such a 
computer executing die softwate to Implement the teachings of Janssen is considered a system like 
that described in claim 21. 

In addidon, dependent claims 2, 12, and 22 were rejected as follows: 

Concerning claims 2-3» 5, 12-13» 15, 22-23, and 25, Janssen reaches that the collapt^ed version 
of the may compiisc only a title bar of the window (for example, sec column 2, line 59-colufim 3, line 
4). 

Applicant traverses the above tejcctioos. Namely, Janssen, MiciosofttE), oad Wandersleben 
all fail to teach, disclose or suggest displaying a complete dialog window by moving a cursor into a 
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tide bar that comprises a collapsed version of the full window. Further, Janssen teaches away from 
such claim limitations. 

Independent claims 1^11, and 21^ are generally directed to collapsing a dialog window. More 
specifically, the independent claims provide for metely moving the cursor outside of the complete 
dialog window to cause the collapsed version of the dialog window to display* Futthcr, merely 
moving the ctirsor within the collapsed version of the dialog window causes the complete dialog 
window to display. In addition, the amended independent claims (that merely incorporated 
linaicarions £com prior dependent claims 2, 12, and 22) provide that the collapsed version of the 
dialog window is a title bar of the dialog window. Thus, as amended, the claims now provide that 
when the cursor moves out of the complete window, the title bar of the complete window is shown. 
Further^ to display the complete dialog window again, the user moves the cursor into the title bar. 

The differences between the amended claims and Janssen dearly establish patentability of 
the invention. Applicants first note that for Janssen to display the complete opaque window, the 
user merely moves the cursor anywhere into the extent of the window. In other words, rather than 
forcing the user to move into the tide bar, the user merely moves the cursor into any part of the area 
where the full invisible window resides, and the fiall opaque window is then displayed. Such a 
window display is different from the present invention where the user must move the cursor into 
the ride bar and not anywhere within the extent of the full window. Sucla differences are significant 

Applicants direct the attention of the Examiner to the background of Janssen and note that 
Janssen is directed towards applications where information in windows of tlie application change 
dynarmcally independent of operator intervention (see coL 1, lines 41-44). In this regard, Janssen 
refers to an air traffic control display where aircraft are plotted on a display according to their 
ctixrent position that dynamically changes without user intervention (see col. 1, lines 44-50). Janssen 
also relies on such an example in the detailed description of the invention (see coL 4, line 43-coL 5, 
line 47 and FIGS- 2-4). Janssen continues in the background and explains that the operator needs to 
view the background air traffic while viewing other information as well (see coL 1, lines 58-coL 2, 
line 5). 

To cure the problems of the prior art, Janssen merely provides the ability for a window to 
become invisible and therefore allowing the user to see the background radar data under the 
invisible window. To display the contents of the informational wiudows (that are invisible), the user 
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merely moves the cursor anywhere into the area of the invisible window again. (See FIG. 3, coL 4, 
lines 57-col. 5, line 9). 

The noted diffetencc ot problem with Janssen's invention is that the u$cr cannot work in the 
background radar data screen under where the invisible window is displayed. In other words, the 
only use of Janssen is to allow the user to visually see the background radar data. As Janssen itself 
states, there is no user interaction with the window but die information dynamically changes without 
mcr intetacrion. Further, even if the user wanted to interact with the data, Janssen's invention 
would not permit it. In this regard, as soon as the user moves the cursor to a place where the 
invisible window exists, the full window is displayed and the user cannot work on the background 
radar data. 

In view of th e above, it can be seen that the differences between Janssen and the present 
claims are significant and the present invention provides significant and clear advantages over that of 
Janssen. Furdier, there is no suggestion or motivation to modify Janssen to provide the benefits of 
the present invention ot in the manner disclosed in the present iavenrion. 

In addition to the differences between the kidependent claims and Janssen, the dependent 
claims provide further advantages* For example, dependent claim 7 is directed towards the focus of 
the window wherein when the collapsed version of the window is displayed, the focus reverts to 
another window of the application. There is not even a remote suggestion of such a teaching in 
Janssen. In this regard, Janssen teaches away from such a limitation. For example, since Janssen 
teaches to merely display the background radar information that does not have any user interaction, 
there would be no need to revert the focus to the background radar — there would be no reason or 
rationale for such a focus. Further, the user woiold be incapable of workiag in Janssen's background 
since die complete opaque wiadow would be displayed as soon as the cursor moved into tlic area 
thereby returning the focus to the fcont informational window (see FIGS. 2-4 of Janssen). 

The Office Action reUes on Microsoft Word 2000 to teach the limitari£>ns of claims 7, 17> 
and 27, However, in view of the teaching away by Janssen, there would be no reason ot rationale to 
combine Janssen with Microsoft Word 2000. The claims are specific in their use and limitations. 
Microsoft Word 2000 lacks numerous aspects of the claims and cannot be combined with Jan$sen. 
Again, Janssen teaches away £tom focusing on the background radar or another window. 
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Accordingly, there would be ao use or desire to change the focus as suggested in the Office Action 



or in Microsoft Word 2000- 

Moreover, the various elements of Applicant's claimed invendon together provide 
operational advantages over Jansscn, Microsoft®, and Wandersleben. In addition. Applicant's 
invention solves problems not recognized by Janssen, Microsoft®, and Wandersleben. 

Thxis, Applicant submits chat independent claims 1, ll> and 21 are allowable over Janssen, 
Microsoft®, and Wandersleben. Further, dependent claims 3-10, 13-20, and 23-30 are submitted to 
be allowable over Janssen, Microsoft®, and Wandersleben in the same manner, because they are 
dependent on independent claims 1, 11, and 21, respectively, and thus contain all the limitations of 
the independent claims. In addition, dependent claims 3-10, 13-20, and 23-30 recite additional novel 
elements not shown by Janssen, Microsoft®, and Wandersleben. 

III. Conclusion 

In view of the above, it is submitted that this applicarion is now in good order for allowance 
and such allowance is respectfully solicited Should the Examiner bdieve minor maners sriU remain that 
can be resolved in a telephone interview, the Examiner is urged to call Applicant's undersigned 



attorney. 



Respectfully submitted, 



GATES & COOPER ULP 



Attorneys for Applicant(s) 



Howard Hughes Center 
6701 Center Drive West, Suite 1050 
Los Angeles, California 90045 
(310) 641-8797 




Date: October 17. 2005 



JSF/ 
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